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qi& ATTENTION: DOCKET NUMBER FAA-2002-13923 

The Regional Air Cargo Carriers Association submits the following comments applicable to the 
proposed rewrite of 14CFRl35 and associated regulations. Specific regulatory references are 
cited where applicable. In some cases, there is no specific regulation to cite; comments are 
marked “no SRR.” 

1. REGULATION BY HANDBOOK BULLETIN [no SRR] 
There are numerous areas where FAA directives (Handbook Bulletins, FAA Inspectors’ 
Handbooks, Minimum Equipment Lists, etc ), impose restrictions far more stringent than the 
regulations themselves The chief complaints about this increasingly-common practice are 

(a) Specific directives may be treated like regulations by some local FAA offices, and 
partially or completely ignored by others 

(b) They are not subject to the normal rulemaking procedures - including economic 
impact analysis and publication for public comment before adoption. Examples include MELs 
that prohibit daytime VFR flights in FAR 135 single engine airplanes with inoperative gyro 
horizons, requirements for various features to be included in operators’ manuals that aren’t 
supported by the regulations, etc 

various districts and regions, in many cases having significant discriminatory effects upon 
operators’ ability to compete 

(c) These practices result in widely variable requirements imposed upon operators in 

The FAA iieeds io exanline the directives listed above atd either incorI7orate them 
irito proposed rides - so they CUH either be validated through the riornial 
rulenmkipig process or rejected by i i  - os eliminate then? os hsi@crer.rtly 
iniporiarzt to warrarit nrleniakirig. 

2. OPERATIONS SPECIFICATIONS 11 19.7, 119.49, 135.23(c)] 
Frequent succeedins iterations of the FAA’s Automated Ops Specs (IOPSS, etc.) have grown 
increasingly voluminous and redundant, to the point that even the issuing FAA ofices often aren’t 
familiar with what is in the OpsSpecs they send to a particular operator and have difficulty using 
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the system. One example is completely duplicated (often multi-page, for large operators) lists 
authorizing use of the Approved Aircraft Inspection Program for fleet aircraft (D73), and to 
authorize use of those aircraft on the certificate (D85). Their format is such that, often, only a 
few lines of text appear on each page. 

A regztlation should be iticorporatea’, keyed to the Paperwork Reditction Act, 
sin?pli)?ir?g the system, and settirig reasonable coriteiit guidelines for OpsSpecs, 
and requiring that “boilerplate” verbiage Tiot applicable to a particiilar operator 
be removed. It shoiildfirther specrfically require that OpsSpecs riot reiterate 
material akeady reipiivd by the replatioris or repired by the regriatiom to be 
in operators ’ ntcamals, ajid tiot incorproie reqiiiiwnent.7 iniszipported by the 
regulations. 

3. JUMPSEAT RIDERS [ 135.851 
FAR 135 85 is generally interpreted to prohibit transportation of other operators’ pilots on 
jumpseats of “straight freighter” aircraft that do not comply with all passenger-carrying 
requirements of FAR 135. Presence of another pilot in the cockpit, who can look for traffic and 
otherwise monitor the operation, is bound to increase safety. There are other clear benefits to 
both jumpseaters and operators (such as ability to negotiate reciprocal jumpseat agreements). 

FAR 135.85 should i?icoiyoi-aate another “le tter ’’ item, *‘(x) Pilot arid Flight 
Engineer creivnientbers of other (1. S. -certificated air carrrerq provided at? 
approved seut lt,itb air app~,ovt‘d ~errt belt i s  available with access to the.flight 
crew’ exit. ’’ I f  the ITAA deems it necessary, the replatimi coiild require that 
operators notrfi’ jiinipseat rrders (!f applied le) that they will be traveling irr 
aircraft that do not meel the regulatory reqirrremetits of FAR I 3 5  

4. MANIFESTS [135.63(c)] 
FAR 135 requires that manifests be made out in duplicate, but does not spec@ what is to be done 
with the copy. Furthermore, the rule does not require that passenger names be placed on 
passenger manifests, nor does it require manifests for single engine airplanes. Aside from a tool 
for FAA inspectors to use in determining that aircraft were loaded within applicable weight and 
balance limits, manifests are extremely useful in identifying occupants followins an accident - if 
these data are available. 

FAR 135.63(c) should be miended to (co iiicliide a reqiliremetit that a copy of the 
marifest should be left in  a location at the departlire statiori where it coirld be 
recovered with reasoiiable effort by someom looking for it (even tinder a rock; 
extensive, cost fy requirements. for operators to i3rovide spec@ locations should 
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NOT be reqtiirecl’), (b) that passeiiger man(fesfs iiichde the passet?gers ’ rianies, 
arid (c) that these matiifes ts be required for sirigle erigirie airplatres. 

5. SIMULATORS [no SRR]. 
The FAA continues to emphasize its commitment to, and belief in, the benefits of simulators - 
but current initial and continuing requalification requirements are so burdensome that it is 
impracticable for operators to use simple generic simulators (that the FAA calls “training 
devices”) such as the ATC-810, AST-3 10, Frasca 242, etc., although they are very effective for 
initial and recurrent FAR 135 training (and for certain items on checkrides). 

ImArde n prcwisiori in FAR 135 that would provide for zrse of simple noti-motion 
?ion-visual sinizrlators for spec flied iricrenieiits of iriitial and recirrretlt training 
atid checkirig; more specrfc language woiild rieed to be developed by the 
committee, bit f could inclt/de mea departures, emmite nasigutioti, area arrivals, 
straight-in precision and notiprecision approaches to missed approaches, etc. 
These simzrlators +”Id be checked and cipprovetl by locnl-office inspectors. 

6. PILOT EXPERIENCE [135.243(c)] 
With significant decreases in numbers of pilots entering the civilian workforce from flight schools 
and the military, combined with periodic surges in hiring by major airlines and regionals, the U.S. 
faces a shortage of experienced pilots, In particular, single-pilot FAR 135 cargo operators have 
increasing difficulty recruiting entry-level pilots that meet current 9 135.243 requirements. 

For FAR 135 carponly  operations, allow the followirig levels experience for 
IFR pilots in conininrid, ralher than those in $135.243(c): 

L7 Siiigfe eiigiiie airplatie r i o t  approved for-flight in kmwri icitig - 600 hours pilot 
jlight tinte, 300 horrrs cross coirntry; ofhenvise as per crrrrent rule 

n Sirigle engine airplatre approved.forflight iti b i o ~ ~ i  iciiig or pistoti-powered 
niirlfierigine airplarie - 800 hoirrs pilof.flight time, -100 hoirrs cross coirrrtry, 
otherwise as per cwreiit rule 

0 Tirrbitie-powered niiiltieiigiiie airplane - 1000 horrrs pilol flight finre; othetwise 
as per czrr-rerrt rille 

L7 Tilrrbojet-powered m i l  1 ierigirie airplane ~ - as per cvrreent rule. 
n At least half of reqtiiredpiIolJt time niitst be in sanie category of aircraft. 

7. FERRY PERMITS [21.197(~)(2), 135.4191 
Many FAR 13 5 cargo operators use “nine-or-less” $1 3 5.4 1 1 (a)( 1 )/13 5.4 19 AAIP programs - 
which [per §21,197(~)(2)] do not allow self-issued ferry permits. Need frequently exists to 
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reposition “ferryable” aircraft for maintenance after FAA office hours; inability to do so places a 
heavy and unjustifiable economic burden on those operators due to unavailability of aircraft for 
succeeding days’ flights Current FAA union work rules do not allow Regional Ops Centers to 
phone inspectors for the purpose - so ferry permits are not reasonably available from the FAA 
after office hours. 

FAR 135 shoiild iricorporate a specfic yrcwisioti, or fi2R 21 should be 
appropriately anieiided, so FAR 135 cnrgo operators irsijig a AAiP ti~oirld be 
authorized to issite their OMVI ferry yerniits, arid to FAX or otherwise 
electronically transmit them to the locntiori of the aircraft to he ferried. Suitable, 
reasoriable sufew mid coritrol yrocedwes would he required I M  /heir niamals. 

8. MAXIMUM PAYLOAD WEIGHT FOR FAR 135 FREIGHTERS I119.31 
The “old” FAR 135 2 (which specified a maximum payload of 7500 Ib for “large aircraft” 
operated under FAR 135) was based on the DC-3 airplane Since those days, aircraft with 
considerably enhanced safety features and somewhat larger size have become available to FAR 
135 cargo operators. In this context, the current 7500 Ib. payload limitation is obsolete Several 
FAR 135 operators can currently operate these types of airplanes at their originally-certificated 
maximum weights carrying extra fuel, but cannot legally carry that same weight as payload due to 
the 7500 Ib restriction They routinely demonstrate an “equivalent level of safety” to FAR 12 1 
operators, and should be allowed to carry the airplanes’ full available payload without the 
significant initial investment in FAR 121 certification that is costly both industry and the FAA, and 
subsequent ongoing costs and complexity 

Rewrite the cwreift rille IO either (0) hnrniorirze it with the “large airplarie ” 
definitimi iti 49CFR298 - 18,000 lb. cargo payload (proposed by FAA iri a 
meetirg last year], or (b) incorporate sonie other niir/imlly agreeable hcreased 
value such as 12,500 or 14,000 Ib., for established operators. 

9. TRANSPONDER CHECKS [91.413(~)(1)] 
Operators that use “nine-or-less” S; 13 5 4 1 1 (a)( 1)/13 5 4 19 programs are required by FAR 
91 413(c)( 1) to have a properly certificated repair station that is equipped to do the work, 
accomplish the transponder test 

Proi~ide 111 E4R 135 that nine-or-less operators be atithorrzed to write a $91.413 
lest procedure arid riispectiori giiide, with .witable corilrols, n i t 0  their AAIP. 
Persoiis perforniizig the work w~)iild need to have the proper egiiipnierit arid be 
properly trained (possibly oii a reciirreiit basis) by a certrficated repair station to 
perform the 9 I. I I3 tesi, but the reqiiirenient for a repair sratron ro perform the 
work wodd be elimiriated. 
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10. CARGO FERRY FLIGHTS [no SRR] 
Currently, the term “ferry flight” automatically excludes carriage of revenue passengers or cargo. 
If reasonable controls were applied, certain flights carrying revenue cargo (but no passengers) 
could be conducted (for the purpose of completing a trip sequence) with no adverse safety 
consequences 

Ferry flights in  sirigle erigine retractahle gear airplaries with retractior? problems, but the 
gear safely dowi and locked, restricted agaimtflrght in icirig or speeds iri excess of ?7LE, 

or withfla/>s itioperatiw if1 the “zp ” positiori operatedj-om riirnvays of silfJicierzt length 
- aird srmilar circimstarices as reconinierided by the conmiittee -- shoirld he allowed in 
cargo-only cywwtioiis irtider FAR 135. 1711s could he addressed by sjxciJic regulatory 
relief iri FAR 135, or alterriatively through addtiotial MEL relief applicable to cargo- 
ordy operatto?is. 

11. ADDITIONAL MEL RELIEF FOR CARGO-ONLY FLIGHTS [no SRR] 
Minimum Equipment Lists have become increasingly strict in recent years, growing much more 
restrictive than applicable regulations. Considerable additional relief could reasonably be granted, 
particularly in view of reduced public safety risks, on cargo flights. 

Make provision in FAR 135.for “cai.go-orily.~i~h~s” relkf itenis iri ME1.s .  
Poteritial subjects iticlirde o m  (of five) cylirider head, oil, or exhairst gas temp 
gage oii piston twitis, prop tachometers wheri it is.fecrsible to niatch erigine RPM 
by ear with the other engiiie oil pistori or tiwhoprop twins, gyro horizoris arid DGs 
for daytime VF‘RJighls, etc. An additiorial “alphabet category” could also be 
considered: Passeiiger carryirig prohibited, arid only sidficient flight allowed to 
reach a niaintenaiice base, possibly limited to a niaxiniirm of three.flight legs arid 
24 clock hours. A coniniiftee worh-itig groiip should explore these arid other areas 
of poteritial reliej I t  coiild iniplenierited either via MELs, or by spec$c FAR 135 
provisioris. 

12. FAR 135 CARGO-ONLY TSA-FAA INTERFACE ISSUES [no SRRl 
Many security requirements currently imposed on scheduled operators, and other proposed 
security requirements, are impractical, would be ineffective, or are frankly impossible in FAR 135 
cargo-only operations in smaller aircraft and at smaller airports. Beyond a certain level, 
increasing security requirements will simply price smaller communities out of the market and deny 
their residents access to services provided by these aircraft - much like what occurred when the 
“single level of safety” and FAR 12 1 mandates for passenger commuter operators doomed the 
economic viability unsubsidized operations in 19-passenger and smaller airplanes. 
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While this may be outside the inmediate scope ofthe FAR I35 rewrite project, if  
is an issue that certainly needs to be addressed. This will probably require a joint 
working group, nzentored by the FAA, itivolviirg TSA atid industry personnel - to 
acqrcaint TSA with realifies a d  practicalities of sniall aircrft, sntnll airport, 
ofteri single-pilot cargo operations --.for exantple, at airports so rustic that lack 
of a fence to keep wild/@ qflthe riitnuny ispart qf ihe secirrity problenl-- birt 
risks m e  conmiensirrateiy small. 

13. SEPARATE FAR 135 SUBPART ADDRESSING CARGO OPERATIONS [no SRR] 
Presuming various concerns above are addressed, it appears appropriate to consolidate regulatory 
issues specifically pertinent to cargo operations under FAR 135 into a separate subpart - rather 
than having them scattered throughout FAR 135 and other regulations, as is currently the case. 

Include another subpart in the revised E4AX 135 addsessirig issrm exclusr vely 
applicable to cargo-otily operations. 

14. HEADQUARTERS FAR 135 BRANCH [no SRR) 
Lack of a “central FAA voice” on FAR 135 issues, poor standardization, different requirements 
from different districts, and nonuniform interpretation of regulations and other guidance are 
complaints heard repeatedly from FAR 135 operators at Regional Air Cargo Carriers Association 
meetings. 

A separate Bra& at FAA Headqiiarters dedicated specrfically to FAR I35 
matters appears to be the most appropriate nientis of addressiig this issire. 

Respecthlly submitted, ...-- .i 

Co-Chairman 
Regional Air Cargo Carriers Association FAR 135 Rewrite Committee 


